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STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci si on docunment represents the United States Environnental Protection Agency's (U. S. EPA) sel ected
remedi al action for the Wodstock Minicipal Landfill (Wodstock) site |ocated in Wodstock, Illinois. This
deci si on docunent was devel oped in accordance with the Conprehensive Environnental Response, Conpensation and
Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as anended by the Superfund Anendnents and Reauthorization Act of 1986
(SARA), and to the extent practicable, with the National G| and Hazardous Substances Contingency Plan (NCP).
This decision is based on the Adm nistrative Record for this site.

The State of Illinois is expected to concur with the sel ected renedy.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe site, if not addressed by inplenenting the
response action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD), may present an inmnent and substanti al
endangernent to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE REMEDY

This remedy is intended to be the final action for the site. The remedy addresses all contam nated nedia and
includes: contam nated soil, sedinent, and groundwater, landfilled wastes, |eachate generation and enission
of landfill gases.

The naj or conponents of the sel ected renedy include:

1 Excavati on and consolidation of contamni nated sedinments and sl udges under the landfill cap;

Instal |l ati on and nai ntenance of a geosynthetic landfill cap in conpliance with Illinois Adm nistrative
Code (1AC) Title 35, Subtitle G Chapter 1, Subchapter i: Solid Waste and Speci al Waste Hauling, Part
811. 314,

Instal |l ati on and nai ntenance of a landfill gas venting systemthat is conpatible with the type of cap
specified in this Record of Decision;

Instal |l ati on and operation of a groundwater extraction, treatment, and di scharge system

Devel opnent and i npl ementati on of a conprehensive nmonitoring programto ensure the effectiveness of
t he remedy;

Mtigation of wetland areas where contam nated sedi nent renoval occurs;

Mtigation of wetland damage or loss during or after renedial activities are conplete;

Devel opnent and inpl ementation of a surface water and sedinentation control system

I npl ementation of institutional controls to linmt |and and groundwater use.
STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS
The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environment, conplies with Federal and State

requirenents that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the renedial action, and is
cost-effective. This renmedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatnment technol ogies to the



maxi mum extent practicable and satisfied the statutory preference for renedi es which enploy treatnent that
reduces toxicity, mobility, or volune as a principal elenent.

Because this remedy may result in hazardous substances renmai ning on-site above heal t h-based | evels, a review
will be conducted at |east every five years after comrencenent of the renmedial action to ensure that the
remedy continues to provide adequate protection of human health and the environnent.

SUMVARY COF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VE SELECTI ON
WOCDSTOCK MUNI Cl PAL LANDFI LL
WOCDSTOCK, | LLINO S

I. Site Name, Location and Description

The Whodst ock Municipal Landfill site is located on the south side of the city of Wodstock, Illinois, a
muni cipality with a popul ati on of approximately 14,350 residents. The site is |located south of Davis Road,
sout hwest of the intersection of U S Route 14 and Illinois Route 47 and is shown on Figure 1. The

coordinates for the site are northeast quarter of Section 17, Township 44 North, Range 7 East (NE 1/4, Se 17,
T44N, RYE).

The | and surrounding the Wodstock site is a mixture ofresidential, agricultural, wetlands, comrercial, and
light industrial use. Land use imediately north of the site is primarily residential and agricultural. Land
use west of the site is semagricultural with much of the land currently classified as a wetland. Wtl ands
are | ocated adjacent to the site on the east. Kishwaukee River runs south al ong the southwestern perineter of
the site. The Gty of Wodstock Wastewater Treatnent Plant and additional wetlands are also | ocated south of
the site.

The site geol ogy consists of a conpl ex sequence of unconsolidated gl acial deposits which are approxinately
200 feet thick. These deposits have been divided into four units; an upper sand and gravel aquifer, an

internediate clay till menber, a lower clay till menber, and a sand unit which overlies bedrock conprised of
dolonite and shale. The glacial and bedrock aquifers underlying the site are considered to be ass | by the
State of Illinois. Cass | aquifers include groundwater which is either currently being used or has the

potential to be used as a drinking water source. Surface water runoff is generally to the west and south and
is confined by drainage to the wetlands and subsequent infiltration or overland flow into K shwaukee River.

The nearest residents to the site are | ocated approxi mately 500 feet north of the site. The nearest existing
residential well which nay potentially be inpacted by the contam nated groundwater if further mgration
occurs is located approximately 2500 feet southwest of the site. Based on data collected during the remedi al
investigation, groundwater contam nation has not mgrated to the local residential wells used for drinking
water. The majority of the residents in the Gty of Wodstock are provided water through a nunicipal water
supply system This systemis not considered to be threatened by the site.

Il. Site Hstory and Enforcenent Activities

The landfill had a nunber of different owners between 1935, when it was first used as a trash dunp and open
burning area, and when it was covered and cl assified as closed by the EPA in Cctober 1980. The current
owner of the landfill property is the Gty of Wodstock. Qher properties which are considered part of the
site are under private ownership. From approximately 1940 until |eased to Wodstock in 1958, the site was
used as a local trash dunp and open burning area by WIliam Gaul ke. The site was used by the Gty under a

| ease agreenent with M. Gaul ke as a househol d garbage and nunicipal landfill from 1958 until its acquisition
by the Gty in 1968. Followi ng acquisition of the property, the property was used for the disposal of

househol d and runicipal solid waste and various industrial solid wastes including waste paint and coating
materials, plating wastes, solvents, waste netals, inks and drumred naterial including polychlorinated

bi phenyls. I n addition, approximately 7200 cubic yards of sludge generated by Wodstock D e Casting Inc., an
Allied Signal subsidiary was al so disposed of at the landfill.

The I EPA filed a conplaint against the Gty of Wodstock in 1972 regarding operation of the landfill. The
Il'linois Pollution Control Board (IPCB) issued an opinion that evidence substantiated charges of open
dunpi ng, liquid deposition wi thout approval, failure to follow set guidelines, and operating without a

permt. The Gty of Wodstock was ordered to cease and desist all violations, obtain the necessary pernmts,
and was fined for its actions. During this sane tinme period, |EPA requested the installation of a |eachate
collection systemto address releases fromthe landfill. However, no systemwas installed and a wai ver was
granted by the I PCB based on the Gty of Wodstock's stated intent to close the landfill in the near future
and because the | eachate did not violate surface water standards at the tine. The Gty discontinueddi sposal



activities at the site in 1975 and closed the landfill by covering it with fill material. Nunerous

i nspections were conducted at the site by | EPA from 1975-1980. |EPA continually notified the city during
this time that the landfill was indeed no | onger accepting waste and was consi dered cl osed, but the fina
cover was deficient. |In 1980, the IEPA classified the site as closed and covered. 1In 1983, the Gty was
granted a pernit fromthe | EPA to | andfarm nuni ci pal sewage sludge at the site. A second permt was issued
by the 1EPA in July 1988, but sludge application was discontinued prior to that date, so the later permt
has not been used.

During a July 1988 sanpling investigation by the Technical Assistance Team (a USEPA contractor tasked to do
site investigations), residential wells |ocated downgradient of the landfill were sanpled and found to
contain arsenic, selenium and thalliumin excess of the Safe Drinking Water Act maxi mum drinking water
level s. A subsequent sanpling investigation in Decenber 1988 again detected these substances in the sane
wel l's, but the concentrations did not exceed the regulatory criteria.

Based on the results of U S. EPA and | EPA investigations and taking into account such factors as popul ati ons
at risk, the potential of hazardous substances being present, the potential for contam nation of drinking
wat er supplies and the potential destruction of sensitive ecosystens, the site was proposed to be placed on
the National Priorities List in June 1988. The site was placed on the National Priorities List in Cctober
1989. A consent order to conduct an RI/FS was agreed to by Allied Signal and the Gty of Wodstock in

Sept enber 1989.

I11. Hghlights of Comunity Participation

Conpl i ance with the public participation requirenents of Section 113 (k)(2)(B)(i-v) of CERCLA/ SARA, have
been achi eved for the Wodstock site by:

1 A press release was issued in June 1990 announcing a public "Renedial |nvestigation/Feasibility Study
(RI/FS) kick-off" meeting to be held to informthe community as to U S. EPA pl ans;

The public "RI/FS kick-of f" meeting was held in June 1990, announcing the initiation of the R/FS

A fact sheet was devel oped and distributed in conjunction with the June 1990 neeti ng;

A site information repository was established at the Wodstock Public Library to allow | ocal access to
site-rel ated docunents

A fact sheet was sent to all persons or organi zations on the community relations mailing list in
Cct ober 1992 updating themon the progress of the project;

An Admini strative Record has been conpiled, including the R, Baseline R sk Assessnment, FS, and ot her
docunents, and has been placed in the site informati on repository;

A formal advertisenment announcing the conmencenent of the public comrent period, the availability of
the proposed plan, and the tinme and place of the public neeting was placed in the Northwest Herald on
April 7, 1993. The Herald is a nmajor |ocal paper of general circulation

The Proposed Plan for renedial action was released for public comrent and placed into the
Adm ni strative Record on April 9, 1993

Athirty (30) day comment period was established and scheduled to end on May 10, 1993

A public nmeeting was held on April 28, 1993, at the Wodstock Public Library at which U S. EPA and

| EPA presented the Proposed Plan to the community and received verbal coments. A transcript was kept
of the public neeting and was nmade available to the public and placed in the Adm nistrative Record and
site repositories;

A fact sheet was devel oped and distributed in conjunction with the April 28, 1993 mneeting

U S EPAgranted a thirty (30) day extension of the public comment period on April 28, 1993, extending
the closing date to June 9, 1993

An advertisenent was placed in the | ocal newspaper on May 12 and May 13, 1993, announcing the
extension of the public coment period to June 9, 1993



Three public availability meetings were held on June 2, 1993 at the Wodstock Public Library to
address community concerns dealing with the risks posed by the site as well as to answer additiona
concerns with the proposed renedy:

U S. EPA has received oral and witten comrents regarding the RI/FS, Baseline R sk Assessment, and the
Proposed Plan. Comments have been addressed in the attached Responsiveness Sunmary.

IV. Scope and Rol e of the Sel ected Renedy

This ROD addresses renedi ati on of the contam nated surface soil, sedinents, and groundwater and addresses

| eachat e which is being generated and is discharging fromthe landfill. The contam nants found in these
nmedi a represent the principal threat fromthe Wodstock site. The generation of |eachate presents a threat
as a continuous contam nant source to groundwater, surface water and to the wetland surrounding the site. In

addition, a direct contact threat exists fromexposure to surface soils and | eachate. The primary purpose of
this remedy is twofold; 1) to restore the contam nated groundwater to an acceptable level that will allow for
its unrestricted use and 2) to cap the landfill, thereby mnimzing the generati on of |eachate and
elimnating the risk posed by the surface soils and sedi nents

V. Summary of Site Characteristics

The remedi al investigation was conducted by the PRP's contractor, Warzyn, and was initiated in July 1990
The investigation was conpleted in June 1992 when the Final Renedial Investigation Report was issued. The
renmedi al investigation identified the types of contam nants that are mgrating fromthe landfill, and
assessed the potential inpact of contami nant mgration on human health and the environnent. The assessnent
of the landfill was acconplished by conducting three phases of field work. The purpose of phase | was to
gather infornation on the general nature of the site, such as the geol ogy and hydrogeol ogy, and to identify
and quantify the nature of any potential inpact at or surrounding the site. The purpose of phase Il was to
conpl ete the understanding of the site characteristics. This included delineation of the extent to which
contamination was released fromthe site and the interactions between groundwater, surface water and

| eachate. The assessnment was conpleted with the phase 111 investigation which included test pit excavation
wast e sanpling, additional soil sanpling and further refinenent of the groundwater flow reginme of the site.
Figures 2 and 3 depict the locations of the various sanples which were collected during these phases of work.
During the course of these phases of fieldwork, data were obtained fromsanpling residential wells,
nonitoring and | eachate wells, surface and subsurface soils, surface water and sedi nent.

The following is a brief overview of the nature and extent of the contanination found during the
investigation:

Landfill Gas Characteristics

Gas sanples were collected fromleachate wells with the highest rate of gas flow (LW3 and LW4). Volatile
organi ¢ conpounds (VQCs) were detected and included Freon 114, chl oroethane, benzene, tol uene, chlorobenzene,
et hyl benzene, 4-ethyl toluene, 1, 3, 5-trinethyl benzene, 1,2, 4-

trinet hyl benzene, and xyl ene. Concentrations of these compounds ranged from 48 to 470 ppb
Landfill Leachate Characteristics

Two rounds of |eachate sanples were collected fromeach of the five | eachate wells. Analysis of these
sanpl es detected the presence of VOCs including benzene, chlorobenzene, 1,2 dichloroethene, toluene, and

xyl ene ranging in concentration from1 to 16 ppb. Naphthal ene, a sem -volatile conpound, was al so detected
at concentrations ranging from6 to 34 ppb. In addition, several tentatively identified VOCs and

seni-vol atil e organi c conpounds (SVOCs) were also identified and ranged in concentration from 3-48 ppb. A
nunber of netals including arsenic, antinony, barium beryllium cadm um cobalt, copper, chromum iron

| ead, magnesium nercury, nickel, selenium silver, vanadium and zinc were also detected and ranged in
concentration from1 ppb to 185 ppm Metals which were detected that exceeded primary drinking water
standards i nclude arsenic (ranged from 77-102 ppb with 50 ppb as the standard), barium (810-10, 800 ppb
standard is 1000 ppb), chrom um (86-1400 ppb, standard is 50 ppb), copper (497-3070, standard is 1300 ppb),
| ead (150-18,000 ppb, standard is 15 ppb), nercury (2.2-3.9 ppb, standard is 2 ppb), and nickel (1070-15, 000
ppb, standard is 100 ppb). During the installation of the |eachate wells, it was noted that infiltration of
wat er was causi ng a nounding effect to occur, generating a |l arge volume of |eachate that subsequently

di scharges fromthe landfill.



Surface Soil Characteristics

Surface soil sanples were collected and were found to be contam nated with numerous SVOCs, many of which were
tentatively identified but were classified as unknown. SVCOCs which were identified include phenanthrene, d
-n-butyl pht hal ate,, fluoranthene, pyrene, butylbenzyl phthal ate, benzo(a)anthracene, chrysene, benzo(a)pyrene,
benzo(g, h,i)peryl ene, benzo(b)fluoranthene, benzo(k)fluoranthene, and 4-chloroaniline. Concentrations of the
known and tentatively identified SVOCs range from 43- 23000 ppb. In addition, nunerous inorganic conpounds
were al so detected including arsenic, barium cadmum chromum copper, iron, |ead, nagnesi um nanganese
nercury, nickel, selenium silver, and zinc. Concentrations of these conmpounds range from 0.07-34000 ppm

Waste Characteristics

Five test pits were excavated in areas identified as possible drumdisposal l|ocations. One test pit yielded
an intact drum containing pol ychl orinated bi phenols (PCBs), acetone, 4 nethyl-2-pentanone, and toluene. In

addi tion, several crushed drumlids and/or drumfragnents were al so discovered during this activity. G her

test pits located crushed drunms which no | onger contained waste product(s).

G oundwat er Characteristics

A total of 17 monitoring wells were installed at the site and each of these wells was sanpled twice, with the
exception of MM 11, which was installed and sanpled at the end of the schedul ed fiel dwork. |norganic

contami nants were detected including cyanide, |ead, zinc, nickel, iron, nmanganese, and magnesi um
Concentrations of these contam nants ranged from 3-1750 ppb. VOCs were al so detected including benzene

t ol uene, chl orobenzene, 1,2 dichloroethene, and vinyl chloride. Concentrations of VOCs ranged from 2-21 ppb
Vinyl chloride, which was detected in the upper aquifer in nonitoring wells MM4D and MM8, exceeded the

nmaxi mum cont am nant | evel (MCL) of 2 ppb for this contaminant. The vinyl chloride plunme is shown on Figure
4. In addition, secondary drinking water standards were exceeded for iron, manganese, chloride, and total

di ssol ved sol i ds.

Surface Water Characteristics

A total of four surface water sanmples were collected fromlocations near the landfill in K shwaukee R ver.
Anal ysis of these sanples identified the presence of arsenic, barium copper, iron, |ead, nanganese, nicke
and zinc. Concentrations of these contam nants ranged from ??4-32, 200 ppb. The levels of iron detected in

t hese sanpl es exceeded the anbient water quality criteria for this conpound.

Sedi nent Characteristics

Sedi nent sanpl es collected fromthe surroundi ng wetl ands and Ki shwaukee Ri ver contained one VOC toluene, at
concentrations ranging from7-92 ppb. In addition, arsenic, barium iron, |ead, nagnesium nanganese,
nmercury, vanadi um sel enium copper, nickel, zinc, and chrom umwere al so detected ranging in concentration
from 0. 15- 67000 ppm

The data tables which identify the media that was sanpl ed, the contam nant(s) identified in that media, and
the respective concentrati ons have been attached as an appendix to this docunent.

The key concl usi ons which may be surmised fromthis data are as foll ows:

G oundwat er contam nati on was detected in the upper aquifer imedi ately southwest and downgradi ent of the
landfill. The contam nant of concern, vinyl chloride, was detected at concentrations that exceed the naxi mum
contam nant |evel of 2 ppb (e.g. the maxi mum permissible level) for this conpound

Contami nation was detected in | eachate gas sanples and in | eachate groundwater sanples collected fromwells
on the landfill. The contam nants included volatile organics such as benzene, ethyl benzene, toluene and
xylene. |In addition, inorganic contam nants such as arsenic, barium chromium |ead and nercury were al so
detected in excess of regulatory criteria. Leachate is also identified as the source of contam nation that is
adversel yaffecting the groundwater, surface water and sedinments at the site.

Cont am nation was detected in surface soils, surface water, and sedinents at the site. These three nedia
were contaminated with a wide range of VOCs, SVQCs, and inorgani ¢ conpounds.

Leachate generation, if not controlled, will continue to cause further releases to the inpacted nmedia and
surroundi ng wetl ands and result in further adverse environmental inpacts. Wile the wetlands are currently



limting the full inpact of the landfill releases to the environnent through attenuation, the capacity and
capability of the wetlands to function in such a manner is |inited.

VI. Summary of Site R sks
Ri sks to Human Heal th

A major goal of the Rl was to assess potential risks to public health and the environnent if the Wodst ock
site is not renediated. The assessnment of inpacts to human health is called the Baseline R sk Assessnent
(BLRA). Using information about what contaninants are present at the site, as well as the concentrations,
quantities, locations and ability of the contamnants to mgrate, a BLRA was devel oped to determ ne what, if
any, risks are posed by the site and if renedial action is warranted.

Separate cal cul ations are nade for those conpounds that can cause cancer and for those that can have ot her
health effects. For the conpounds that can cause cancer (carcinogens), risks are estimated as the additiona
possi bility of devel opi ng cancer due to exposure to the conpounds. For the noncancer causi ng conpounds
(noncarcinogens), a risk nunber called the hazard index (H) is calculated so that if the risk is |less than
or equal to 1, no adverse health effects would be expected. |If the risk is greater than 1, adverse health
effects are possible.

The BLRA indicates that the site as it now exists, nmay pose an unacceptable cancer risk (CR) of 5 x 10[-5] or
CR =5 x 10[-5]) to trespassers (children/adol escents playing on-site) through exposure to surface soils.
Thi s exposure may occur through ingestion or dermal contact with pol yaromati c hydrocarbons (PAHs) which are
present in the contam nated surface soil. An additional physical hazard is currently posed to children by
the debris piles and miscellaneous debris |ocated on the site

The BLRA al so identified unacceptabl e cancer and non-cancer risks posed by the site under future |and-use
scenarios. As nentioned above under the current |and use conditions, exposure to PAHs in the surface soi

poses an unacceptabl e | evel of cancer risk to trespassers. |In addition, under the potential future use
scenario of the site being used as a park or recycling center, consunption of |eachate froman on-site well
was estimated to pose a potential non-cancer (hazard index of 10 or H = 10) and cancer (CR = 4 x 10[-4])

risk to these park users. The prinmary chenmicals that posed a non-cancer risk due to | eachate consunption
were cadm um cobalt, copper, lead, nickel and zinc. The primary chem cals that posed a cancer risk were
arsenic and beryllium Another potential health risk would also exist if a well was placed in or near the
area contam nated with vinyl chloride. |In this scenario, an unacceptable cancer risk (CR=1 x 10[-3])
exists if groundwater contam nated with vinyl chloride was consuned over a | ong exposure period by the
resident(s) drinking froma contaninated well. The final scenario which was evaluated in the BLRA was use of
the landfill itself for residential structures. Under this scenario, an unacceptable cancer risk (CR =5 x
10[-3]) and non-cancer risk (H = 100) is posed by using the | eachate as a groundwater source, inhalation of
vol atil e organi c conpounds, surface soil exposure and consunption of home grown vegetabl es.

ENVI RONVENTAL RI SKS
The purpose of the ecol ogi cal assessnment is to identify contanminants of potential ecol ogical concern
associated with

the site and their effects on plant or aninal species of concern. The ecol ogical features of the site are
shown on Figure 5. The assessnent conducted for the Wodstock site has determ ned that copper, nercury, and
zinc concentrations in the surface soils at the site may adversely affect small terrestrial manmma

popul ations. Exposure of aquatic species to iron which was detected in exceedance of regulatory criteria

al so poses a potential risk. No conclusions could be reached as to whether past ecol ogi cal effects have
occurred due to the presence of other inorganic contaminants in surface water and sedinments at the site due
to the lack of biota sanpling or biological assays. Additional ecol ogical assessnents wll be conducted by
the Natural Resources Trustee/U S. Fish and WIldlife Service at the site

SUMVARY

Actual and threatened rel eases of hazardous substances are occurring fromthis site. The source of the risks
originate fromthe contamnants within the emanating fromthe landfill through rel eases to groundwater
surface water, sedinments, soils, and air. |If not addressed, these rel eases may present an i nm nent and
substantial endangernent to public health, welfare or the environnment. Thus, it is necessary that corrective
and nitigative action be taken to address the threats posed by the actual or threatened rel eases.

VI1. Description of Alternatives



Based on the results of the R, a list of alternatives was assenbled to address the site renedial action
obj ectives and ensure conpliance with the requirenents of the NCP. These alternatives are presented in the
Feasibility Study prepared for the site. The follow ng remedial alternatives were devel opedand are briefly
descri bed bel ow.

ALTERNATIVE 1 NO ACTI ON

CERCLA requires that the "No Action" alternative be evaluated at every site to establish a baseline against
which all other alternatives are conpared. Under this alternative, no renedial actions would take place and
the site would renmain in its present condition

Capital cost: O

Annual mai ntenance and nonitoring cost: $10, 000

Estimated present net worth: $37, 000

Estimated time to inplenment: None

Note: The $10, 000 mai ntenance and nonitoring cost is not an annual cost, but reflects the cost of review ng
site conditions on a five year basis.

ALTERNATI VE 2 ACCESS RESTRI CTI ONS, | NSTI TUTI ONAL CONTRCOLS AND MONI TORI NG

The purpose of Alternative 2 is to control access to the site, and to nonitor the groundwater and existing
landfill cover. The major elenents of this alternative include

1 Institutional controls
1 Fenci ng
1 Moni t ori ng

Institutional controls would include |and use restriction and deed restrictions to preclude groundwater
usage.

A chain-link fence would be installed and nmai ntained around the perineter of the site. The purpose of the
fence would be to control access to the site, and thus, limt exposure to the surface soils on-site. FErosion
control neasures woul d be taken during fence construction to protect the adjacent wetl ands.

The primary objectives of monitoring would be to nonitor groundwater quality, wetlands water quality, and the
condition of the existing landfillcover. Goundwater sanpling and anal ysis woul d be conducted on a periodic
basis. Visual inspections of the cover and nonitoring for differential settlenent would al so be perforned

The frequency of all sanpling activities or inspections will be determ ned by the USEPA and | EPA (the
"Agenci es") during Renedial Design

Capital cost: $124, 000
Annual mai ntenance and nonitoring cost: $25,000
Estimated present net worth: $614, 000
Estimated time to inplenment: 1 nonth
ALTERNATI VE 3 - ACCESS RESTRI CTI ONS, | NSTI TUTI ONAL CONTROLS, GROUNDWATER EXTRACTI ON SYSTEM AND MONI TORI NG
The purpose of Alternative 3 is to control access to the site, contain and treat the contam nated
groundwat er, and nonitor the groundwater and existing landfill cover. The major elenents of this alternative
are:

1 Institutional controls

1 Fenci ng

1 Moni t ori ng

I Goundwater extraction, treatnent, and di scharge

Institutional controls would include | and use restrictions and deed restrictions to preclude groundwater



usage.

A chain-link fence would be installed and mai ntained around the perineter of the site. The purpose of the
fence would be to control access to the site, and thus, limt exposure to the surface soils on-site. FErosion
control measures woul d be taken during fence construction to protect the adjacent wetl ands.

The obj ectives of nonitoring would be to assess the follow ng: treatment systemefficiency, groundwater and
wetl and quality, and the condition of the existing landfill cover. Goundwater and treatnent system sanpling
and anal yses woul d be conducted on a periodic basis. The landfill cover would al so be periodically inspected
visually and nonitored for differential settlenment. The frequency of all sanpling activities and inspections
wi Il be determ ned by the Agencies during Reredial Design.

The groundwater extraction systemwoul d consist of installing groundwater extraction wells in the area of
vinyl chloride contam nation. G oundwater woul d then be punped fromthe extraction systemto the publicly
owned treatnment works (POTW. On-site treatnent will be required only if pretreatnent standards are exceeded
during this action

Capital cost: $576, 000

Annual nai ntenance and nonitoring cost: $101, 000
Esti mated present net worth: $1, 414, 000
Estimated time to inplenment: 6 nonths

ALTERNATI VE 4 - | NSTI TUTI ONAL CONTROLS, RECONSTRUCT EXI STI NG COVER, AND MONI TORI NG

The purpose of Alternative 4 is to minimze infiltration, pronote surface water runoff, elimnate |eachate
seeps, and isolate the contam nants of concern. The major elenents of this alternative include

1 Institutional controls
1 Moni t ori ng
1 Cover reconstruction

Institutional controls would include | and use restrictions and deed restrictions to preclude groundwater
usage.

Periodic nonitoring woul d be conducted to eval uate the condition of the reconstructed landfill cover, the
sedi nentati on basin and wetl ands water quality, and groundwater quality. The reconstructed cover woul d be
nonitored periodically for differential settlenent. The frequency of all sanpling activities and inspections
will be determ ned by the Agencies during Remedial Design

The landfill cover would be reconstructed by renoving existingtrees and brush on the landfill, sealing

| eachate seeps, regrading the site, locating a suitable borrow site for fill material, inmporting fil
material as necessary, placing this fill on top of the existing surface soils, and vegetating the new cover
A m ni mum cover thickness of 2 ft. would be established over the entire landfill. In areas where sewage

sl udge has been deposited on the landfill, a mnimumof 6 in. of new soil will be placed, regardl ess of the
depth of existing cover soils. The reconstructed cover would al so be sloped by filling and regrading to
pronote surface water drainage fromthe landfill area. The reconstructed cover would extend to the edge of
the landfill and woul d avoid the adjacent wetlands. The trees and brush renoved fromthe landfill would be

appropriately disposed of, as approved by the Agencies. Erosion control neasures would be taken to protect
the perineter wetlands. A surface water control systemwould al so be part of this renedy.

Capital cost: $4,418, 000

Annual mai ntenance and nonitoring cost: $69, 000
Estimated present net worth: $5, 770, 000
Estimated time to inplenment: 6 nonths

ALTERNATI VE 5 - | NSTI TUTI ONAL CONTRCLS, RECONSTRUCT EXI STI NG COVER, GROUNDWATER EXTRACTI ON SYSTEM AND
MONI TORI NG

The major elenents of Alternative 5 are the sane as Alternative 4 with renedi ation of contam nated
groundwat er included. These elenments woul d therefore include



Institutional controls

Moni t ori ng

Cover reconstruction

G oundwat er extraction, treatnent, and di scharge

The first three elenents of this alternative were discussed in Alternative 4. The fourth el ement, the
groundwat er extraction system would consist of installing groundwater extraction wells in the area of viny
chloride contanination. G oundwater woul d then be punped fromthe extraction systemto an on-site treatnent
facility if the POTWpretreatnent standards were exceeded during this action

Capital cost: $4, 860, 000

Annual maintenance and nonitoring cost: $129, 000

Esti mated present net worth: $6, 490, 000

Estimated tinme to inplenment: 6 nonths

ALTERNATI VE 6 - | NSTI TUTI ONAL CONTROLS, CONSTRUCT GECSYNTHETI C CLAY CAP, AND MONI TORI NG

The purpose of Alternative 6 is to minimze infiltration, pronote surface water runoff, elimnate | eachate
seeps, and isolate the contam nants of concern. The major elenents of this alternative include

1 Institutional controls
1 Moni t ori ng
I Ceosynthetic clay cap

Institutional controls would include | and use restrictions and deed restrictions to preclude groundwater
usage.

The prinmary objectives of nonitoring would be to nonitor sedinentati on basin and wetl ands water quality,
groundwat er quality, and the condition of the landfill cap. Periodic groundwater sanpling and anal ysis woul d
be performed. Regul ar visual inspections would be conducted to evaluate the integrity of the landfill cap,
and to check for erosion and differential settlenent.

The landfill cap would be constructed as specified in 35 | AC 811.314. Cenerally, this includes renoving the
existing trees and brush, regrading the surface, sealing the | eachate seeps, placenent of a geosynthetic
liner with a bentonite conponent, placenent of a drainage |ayer, a rooting zone |ayer, and topsoil. The cap

woul d then be revegetated. The geosynthetic clay |ayer would have a perneability conparable to 3 ft. of
conpacted clay (1 x 10[7] cnis). The geosynthetic clay cap would extend to the edge of the landfill and woul d
avoi d the adjacent wetlands. The trees and brush renoved fromthe landfill would be appropriately di sposed
of, as approved by the Agencies. The drainage |layer will be designed so as to route landfill gases to a
venting system Erosion control measures would be taken to protect the perimeter wetlands. A surface water
control systemwill be designed appropriate to the final grade such that it will limt erosion of the
landfill cover fromsheet flow, will not cause degradation of adjacent wetlands, meet |ocal stormater
retention requirenents, and allow for the nonitoring of surface water runoff at distinct discharge points.

Capital cost: $6,612, 000

Annual mai ntenance and nonitoring cost: $69, 000
Esti mated present net worth: $7, 964, 000
Estimated tinme to inplenment: 6 nonths

ALTERNATI VE 7 - | NSTI TUTI ONAL CONTRCLS, CONSTRUCT GEOCSYNTHETI C CLAY CAP, GROUNDWATER EXTRACTI ON SYSTEM AND
MONI TORI NG

The major elenent of Alternative 7 are the sane as those in Alternative 6 with renedi ati on of contam nated
groundwat er included. These elenments woul d therefore include

1 Institutional controls

1 Moni t ori ng



1  Ceosynthetic clay cap
1 G oundwat er extraction, treatnment, and di scharge

The first three elenents of this alternative were discussed in Alternative 6. The fourth el enent, the
groundwat er extraction system would consist of installing groundwater extraction wells in the area of vinyl
chloride contam nation. Goundwater woul d then be punped fromthe extraction systemto the POTW n-site
treatnent will be required only if pretreatnent standards are exceeded during this action.

Capital cost: $7,054, 000

Annual nai ntenance and nonitoring cost: $129, 000
Estimated present net worth: $8, 681, 000
Estimated time to inplenment: 6 nonths

ALTERNATI VE 8 - | NSTI TUTI ONAL CONTRCOLS, CONSTRUCT RCRA SUBTI TLE D (i.e., SOLID WASTE-TYPE) CAP, AND
MONI TORI NG

The purpose of Alternative 8 is to minimze infiltration, pronote surface water runoff, elimnate |eachate
seeps, and isolate the contaminants of concern. The mgjor elements of this remedy include:

1 Institutional controls
1 Moni t ori ng
I  Solid waste-type cap

Institutional controls would include | and use restrictions and deed restrictions to preclude groundwater
usage.

The primary objectives of monitoring would be to nonitor sedinentati on basin and wetl ands water quality,
groundwat er quality, and the condition of the landfill cap. Periodic groundwater sanpling and anal ysis woul d
be performed. Regul ar visual inspections would be conducted to evaluate the integrity of the landfill cap,
and check for erosion and differential settlement.

Cap construction woul d involve the construction of a RCRA Subtitle D solid waste-type cap which woul d seal

the | eachate seeps, lint infiltration, and pronote surface water drainage fromthe landfill area.
Construction would begin with removal of the trees and brush on the landfill. The trees and brush renoved
woul d be appropriately di sposed of, as approved by the Agencies. A borrow site would be located for fill
materials, of which a clay source will be of primary inportance. Fill naterial would be inported to provide

grades suitable for positive drainage. The constructed cap would generally consist of a | ow perneability
clay layer placed to a conpacted thickness of 3ft. A 2.5 ft. protective soil cover nay be placed above the
clay. A6 in. organic topsoil layer may then be placed and veget at ed.

Capital cost: $9, 204, 000

Annual mai ntenance and nonitoring cost: $69, 000
Estimated present net worth: $9, 854, 000
Estimated time to inplenment: 9 nonths

ALTERNATI VE 9 - | NSTI TUTI ONAL CONTRCLS, CONSTRUCT RCRA SUBTI TLE D (i.e., SOLID WASTE- TYPE) CAP, GROUNDWATER
EXTRACTI ON SYSTEM AND MONI TORI NG

The major elenents of Alternative 9 are the sane as Alternative 8 with renedi ation of contam nated
groundwat er included. These elenents would therefore include:

1 Institutional controls

Moni t ori ng

Solid waste-type cap

G oundwat er extraction, treatnment, and di scharge



The first three elenents of this alternative were discussed in Alternative 8 The fourth elenment, the
groundwat er extraction system would consist of installing groundwater extraction wells in the area of viny
chloride contanination. G oundwater woul d then be punped fromthe extraction systemto the POTW n-site
treatment will be required only if pretreatnent standards are exceeded during this action.

Capital cost: $9, 646, 000

Annual maintenance and nonitoring cost: $129, 000
Esti mated present net worth: $11, 273, 000
Estimated tinme to inplenment: 9 nonths

ALTERNATI VE 10 - | NSTI TUTI ONAL CONTRCLS, CONSTRUCT RCRA SUBTI TLE C (i.e., HAZARDOUS WASTE- TYPE) CAP, AND
MONI TORI NG

The purpose of Alternative 10 is to mininize infiltration, pronote surface water runoff, elimnate | eachate
seeps and isolate the contam nants of concern. The nmajor elenents of this renedy include

I Institutional controls
! Moni t ori ng
1 Hazar dous waste-type cap

Institutional controls would include | and use restrictions and deed restrictions to preclude groundwater
usage.

The prinmary objectives of nonitoring would be to nonitor sedinentati on basin and wetl ands water quality,
groundwater quality, and the condition of the landfill cap. Goundwater sanpling and anal ysis woul d be done
on a periodic basis. Periodic visual inspection of the landfill cap and nonitoring for differentia
settlement woul d al so be perforned.

Cap construction woul d involve the construction of a RCRA Subtitle C hazardous waste-type cap which woul d

seal the leachate seeps, limt infiltration, and pronote surface water drainage fromthe landfill area
Construction of the landfill cap would begin with renoval of the trees and brush on the landfill. The trees
and brush renoved woul d be appropriately di sposed of, as approved by the Agencies. A borrow site would be
located for fill materials, of which a clay source will be of primary inportance. Fill material would be

inported to provide grades suitable for positive drainage. The RCRA Subtitle C cap would general ly include
the follow ng conponents: a 2 ft. thick conpacted clay |ayer, a 40 m. high density polyethylene flexible
nmenbrane liner, a 1 ft. thick drainage layer, an 18 in. rooting zone, a 6 in. topsoil layer, and a vegetative
cover.

Capital cost: $12,244,000

Annual mai ntenance and nonitoring cost: $69, 000
Estimated net worth: $13, 596, 000

Estinmated time to inplement: 1 year

ALTERNATI VE 11 - | NSTI TUTI ONAL CONTRCLS, CONSTRUCT RCRA SUBTI TLE C (i.e., HAZARDOUS WASTE- TYPE) CAP
GROUNDWATER EXTRACTI ON SYSTEM AND MONI TCRI NG

The major elenents of Alternative 11 are the sane as Alternative 10 with renedi ati on of contam nated
groundwat er included. These elenents woul d therefore include

1 Institutional controls

Moni t ori ng

Hazar dous waste-type cap

G oundwat er extraction, treatnment and di scharge

The first three elenents of this alternative were discussed in Alternative 10. The fourth element, the
groundwat er extraction system would consist of installing groundwater extraction wells in the area of viny
chloride contanination. G oundwater would then be punped fromthe extraction systemto the POTW On-site
treatnment would be required only if pretreatnment standards were exceeded during this action



Capital cost: $12,686, 000

Annual mai ntenance and nonitoring cost: $129, 000
Estimated present net worth: $14, 313, 000
Estimated time to inplement: 1 year

VIIl. Evaluation of Alternatives

The NCP requires that the alternatives be eval uated against nine evaluation criteria. This section

sumari zes the relative performance of the alternatives by highlighting the key differences anong the
alternatives inrelation to these criteria. The nine evaluation criteria are categorized as: (1) Threshold
Criteria; (2) Primary Balancing Oriteria; and (3) Mdifying Criteria. Each of these ternms is described as
fol l ows:

1 Threshold Griteria

. 1) Overall protection of human health and the environnent addresses whether a renedy provides
adequat e protection of human health and the environment and describes how risks posed through
each exposure pathway are elimnated, reduced orcontrolled through treatnent and engi neering
controls. The selected renedy nmust neet this criteria

. 2) Conpliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenments (ARARs) addresses
whether a remedy will meet federal and state environmental laws or justifies a waiver from such
requirenents. The selected renedy nust neet this criteria or waiver of the ARAR nust be
obt ai ned.

1 Primary Balancing Oriteria

. 3) Long-termeffectiveness and pernanence refers to expected residual risk and the ability of
a renedy to naintain reliable protection of human health and the environment over time, once
cl eanup goal s have been net.

. 4) Reduction of toxicity, mobility, and volume through treatnent is the anticipated
performance of the treatnent technol ogies a remedy nmay enpl oy.

« 5) Short-termeffectiveness addresses the period of tine needed to achieve protection and any
adverse inpacts on human health and the environment that may be posed, until cleanup goals are
achi eved.

. 6) Inplementability is the technical and adnministrative feasibility of a remedy, including the
avail ability of materials and services needed to inplenent a particular option

. 7) Cost includes estimated capital and operation and nai ntenance (O&V costs, al so expressed
as net present-worth cost.

1 Mdifying Criteria

. 8) Support Agency (| EPA) acceptance refl ectsaspects of the preferred alternative and ot her
alternatives the | EPA favor or object to, and any specific coments regarding federal and state
ARARs or the proposed use of waivers.

. 9) Community acceptance sumarizes the public's general response to the alternatives descri bed
in the proposed plan and in the RI/FS, based on public comrents received

A detail ed discussion of all the alternatives, including the "No Action" alternative, has been provided in
the FS. This evaluation also includes an eval uation against the nine criteria. The NCP requires that the
"No Action" alternative be evaluated to establish a baseline against which all other alternatives are
measured. A sunmary of the evaluation discussion is provided bel ow

Overal | Protection of Human Health and the Environnent
Based upon the detailed analysis, it was concluded that Alternatives 1 through 5 would not satisfy the

criterion of ensuring the overall protection of human health and the environment. The baseline risk
assessnent has documented unacceptable risks present at the site and these alternatives do not neet the



criterion either because no renedial action would be taken (Alternative 1) or the renedial actions specified
woul d not adequately address the present and future risks posed by the site, or adequately prevent further
| eachat e generation and rel eases of contam nants to the environnent.

The remaining Alternatives, 6 through 11, would be protective of human health and the environment in regards
to exposure to surface soils. The differences in cap design anong these alternatives is a function of their
conpl exity and would not result in increased protectiveness fromsurface soil exposure. However, the
increased cap conplexity woul d affect | eachate generation with the cap specified in Alternatives 10 and 11
yielding the | east anobunt of |eachategeneration. The surface water seeps which are a result of |eachate
generation are expected to be elininated through placenent of a cap on the landfill. The caps for
Alternatives 6 through 9 would permt slightly greater infiltration rates than the caps for Alternatives 10
and 11. This would result in slightly greater |eachate generation than that provided by Al ternatives 10 and
11.

The caps proposed may have the undesirable effect of trapping gas inside the landfill, resulting in a
potential increase in lateral mgration of landfill gas. This will be renedi ed through placenent of a
venting systemin the landfill.

Alternatives 6, 8, and 10 would not be protective of human health and the environment with respect to
groundwater in that no remedial activities are proposed in these alternatives to address this potential or
actual risk to human health and the environnent.

Conpl i ance Wth ARARs

Only Alternative 7 would conply with all chemical, action, and |ocation specific ARARs associated with the
site. Moire specifically, Alternatives 1 through 5 would not conply with the action-specific or

chem cal -specific ARARs which require landfill capping (I1AC 811) and renedi ati on of the contani nated
groundwat er (40 CFR 141 and 35 | AC 620.410). Alternatives 6, 8, and 10 would not conply with

chem cal -specific ARARs since these alternatives do not require remedi ation of the contam nated groundwater
Alternatives 9 and 11 woul d not meet the | ocation-specific ARAR (40CFR 6) since these alternatives woul d
result in the loss of wetlands due to cap placement and other renedial alternatives exist which woul d not
require mtigating the | oss of these wetlands. |If an alternative were chosen that results in a |oss of

wetl ands, mtigating the | oss of those wetlands generally requires replacement on a 2 to 1 ratio. Alisting
of all ARARs associated with each alternative can be found in Tablell of the FS

Long-term Ef f ecti veness and Pernanence

Capping the landfill would contain the surface soils, sediments, sludges and wastes effectively. A cap would
permanently reduce infiltration into the landfill therefore reducing | eachate generation to the maxi num
extent practicable. Aternatives 10 and 11 woul d provide the nost effective infiltration reduction option of
all the alternatives. However, since the waste nmass is in contact with groundwater, the nore effective
infiltration reduction achieved by Alternatives 10 and 11 is not considered to be significant in conparison
to either of the caps specified in Alternatives 6 and 7 or 8 and 9. All the capping alternatives (4 through
11) woul d elim nate human exposure to the contam nated surface soils and woul d al so mnimze the ecol ogi ca

ri sks posed by this media with Alternatives 10 and 11 being nost protective due to the thickness of the cap

The alternatives addressing groundwater extraction (3, 5, 7, 9, and 11) would be effective in preventing
further mgration of the vinyl chloride and would ultimately elimnate the threat posed by this nedia through
extraction and treat nent

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility or Vol ume

None of the alternatives would reduce toxicity or volune of the insitu landfill wastes. Alternatives 1
through 3 would only require nonitoring and institutional controls. Alternatives 4 through 11 are
containnent alternatives and would al so not reduce the toxicity and volune of in-situ wastes. However, the
capping alternatives would reduce the volune of |eachate being produced by minimzing infiltration. This
woul d al so reduce the nobility of the contaminants. Alternatives 5, 7, 9, and 11 would reduce the toxicity,
nmobility and volune of contaminants in the groundwater through an active groundwater extraction system

Short-term Ef fecti veness

Alternatives 5, 7, 9, and 11 would result in conpliance with groundwater standards through extraction of the
cont am nated groundwater and treatnent at the POTW A higher level of risk is associated with these



alternatives due to the potential dewatering of the wetlands. Design of the systemnust preclude this from
occurring. |In addition, erosion controls, drainage swales, and sedi mentation basins are necessary to protect
the wetlands during construction as well as after construction is conplete. Renediation activities would
also result in increased risk of injury due to increased truck traffic on other related construction
activities. The increase in dust generation nust al so be mninized through dust control measures or the use
of personal protective equi pment by workers. It is expected that the duration of capping activities
specified in Alternatives 4 through 11 will not exceed one year. Renediation of the contam nated groundwat er
as called for in Alternatives 3, 5, 7, 9, and 11 is not expected to exceed five years.

I npl enentability

Al the alternatives are readily inplenmentable. The capping alternatives and those alternatives specifying
groundwat er extracti on have been proven to be an effective technology in remediating simlar threats on other
sites. Technol ogies for constructing a groundwater extraction systemare relatively easy to inplement, well
devel oped, and are reliable. |If treatment is required before discharge, the technologies for treatnment are
proven and readily inpl enentabl e.

Cost

The costs for the eleven identified alternatives range from $37,000 (Alternative 1) up to $14, 313, 000
(Alternative 11) in terns of present net worth. The capital costs range from$0 (Alternative 1) up to
$12, 686, 000( Al ternative 11). The followi ng sunmary table lists each alternative and the associated costs:

St at e Accept ance

The State of Illinois, through IEPA, is expected to concur with the U S. EPA' s reconmendation of Alternative
7 as the preferred alternative for the Wodstock site.

Communi ty Accept ance

A summary of both witten and verbal comments received by the U S. EPA during the public comrent period has
been attached as Appendix Il. CGenerally, the remedy was highly controversial due to the potential |ocal tax
inplications associated with inplenenting the remedy. As is reflected in the attached summary, there was one
faction of residents who strongly supported the proposed renedy and another faction in opposition.

I X. Description of Selected Renedy

The U.S. EPA and | EPA have conducted an anal ysis of the potential remedies and have selected Alternative 7 as
the remedy for the Wodstock site.

The purpose of Alternative 7 is to minimze infiltration, pronote surface water runoff, elimnate |eachate
seeps, isolate the waste, and renedi ate the contam nated groundwater. The ngjor elenents of this alternative
i ncl ude:

Institutional controls

Moni t ori ng

Geosynt hetic clay cover

G oundwat er extraction, treatnent, and di scharge

Institutional controls will include |and use restrictions to prevent future devel opnent of the site and

adj oi ning property and to precludeconstruction of any structure which may be detrinental to the renmedy. Deed
restrictions are already in place at the site which preclude groundwater usage and woul d be anended and
expanded, as necessary, to the satisfaction of the Agencies to prohibit the installation of water supply
well's on property which could potentially be inpacted by vinyl chloride contam nation.

The prinmary objectives of nonitoring will be to nonitor sedinentati on basin and wetl ands water quality,
groundwat er quality, and the condition of the landfill cover. Periodic groundwater sanpling and anal ysis
will be performed. Regular visual inspections will be conducted to evaluate the integrity of the landfill
cover, and check for erosion and differential settlenent. Long term maintenance will be conducted to assure
that the conponents of this remedy remain effective. The frequency of all sanpling activities and inspections



wi Il be determ ned by the Agencies during Renedial Design.

The landfill cap would be constructed as specified in 35 | AC 811.314. Cenerally, this includes renoving the
existing trees and brush on the landfill, placenment of the contam nated soils and sedinments on the |andfill
surface, regrading the surface using existing on-site soils and at |east 6 inches of supplenental granular
soils to achieve and naintain positive drainage, sealing the | eachate seeps, placenment of a geosynthetic
menbrane which will include a bentonite |ayer, placenent of a drainage |ayer, a rooting zone |ayer, and
topsoil. The cap would then be revegetated. During the design of the remedy, the potential use of native
vegetation will be investigated in conjunction with the Soil Conservation Service. The final cap design and
vegetative cover will then be selected at the conpletion of this process. The barrier layer will have a
perrmeability equal or superior to 3 feet of conpacted clay at 1x10[-7] cnls. The geosynthetic clay cap wll

extend to the edge of the landfill and will avoid the adjacent wetlands. Trees and brush renmoved fromthe
landfillwoul d be appropriately di sposed of. The grading | ayer will be designed so as to route landfill gases
to a venting system Perimeter side slopes are to be regraded to allow for no inpact to the wetlands and
accommodat e the design requirenents of the landfill cap. Erosion control neasures would be taken to protect
the perineter wetlands. A surface water control systemw || be designed appropriate to the final grade such
that it will limt erosion of the landfill cover fromsheet flow, will not cause degradati on of adjacent

wet| ands, neet |ocal stormwater retention requirenents, and allow for the monitoring of surface water runoff
at distinct discharge points. The precise design of the cap conponents and associ ated engi neering or
environnental requirenments will be reviewed and approved by the Agencies during Renedial Design.

The groundwater extraction systemw || consist of installing groundwater extraction wells in the area of
vinyl chloride contam nati on. G oundwater woul d be punped fromthe extraction systemto an on-site treatnent
facility if the POTWpretreatnent standards were exceeded. The goal of this remedial action is to restore
ground water to its beneficial use, whichis, at this site, a drinking water resource. Therefore,

remedi ation will continue until such tine that the MCL (and equival ent state standard) of 2 ppb is attained.
Based on information obtained during the renmedial investigation and on a careful analysis of all renedial
alternatives, US. EPA and | EPA believe that the selected remedy will achieve this goal. However, it nmay
becone apparent, during design, inplementation or operation of the ground water extraction systemand its
nodi fications, that contam nant |evels have ceased to decline and are remai ning constant at |evels higher
than the renediati on goal over sone portion of the plume or that a nore effective technol ogy may be
warranted. In such a case, the system performance standards and/or the renmedy may be eval uated and changes
to the systemor a different technol ogy may be required which woul dal | ow the Agencies to achi eve ARARs.

The selected renedy will include ground water extraction during which the system s performance will be
carefully nonitored on a regular basis, as determ ned by the Agencies, and adjusted as warranted by the
performance data col |l ected during operation. Modifications may include any or all of the follow ng:

1 Di sconti nui ng punpi ng at individual wells where cleanup goals have been attai ned;

Alternating punping at wells to elimnate stagnation points;

Pul se punping to allow aquifer equilibration and to allow adsorbed contam nants to partition into
ground water;

Installing additional extraction wells to facilitate or accel erate cleanup of the contam nant plune.

To ensure that cleanup levels are maintained and that the cap prevents all further releases from occurring,
the site will be nonitored on a frequency as required by the Agencies. |If further rel eases do occur, the
Agencies may require that further renedial actions are undertaken to elimnate these rel eases.

The sedi nments that contain levels of contam nation that exceed background levels will be excavated and pl aced
under the new | andfill cover. The wetlands areas from which these sedinents are renoved nust then be
restored to their original conditions. Excavation and consolidation of these sediments under the cap wll
reduce the exposure potential to humans or wildlife to this contam nated nedi a.

X. Statutory Determ nations

The sel ected remedy nust satisfy the requirements of Section 121 of CERCLA
to:

A.  Protect human health and the environnent;
B. Conply with ARARs;



C. Be cost-effective;

D. Wilize permanent solutions and alternate treatnment technol ogies to the naxi mum extent practicable;
and

E. Satisfy the preference for treatnent as a principle elenent of the renedy.

The inplementation of the selected remedy at the Wodstock site satisfies the requirenments of CERCLA as
det ai | ed bel ow

A. Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnent

I npl erent ation of the selected remedy will reduce and control potential risks to human health posed by
exposure to contam nated ground water, soil, landfill waste, surface water, and sedinents. The selected
remedy will reduce potential exposure to contam nated groundwater and surface soils to within acceptable an
acceptabl e risk range. The contani nated groundwater will be renediated until the MCL of 2 ppb is reached.
The sel ected remedy al so protects the environment fromthe potential risks posed by contam nants di schargi ng
to ground water, Kishwaukee River, surrounding soils, sedinents, and wetl ands.

Institutional controls will be inplenented to protect against drinking of contam nated ground water at the
site and prohibit construction which could be detrinental to the renedy.

Capping the landfill, in addition to reducing the potential risk posed by exposure to landfill contam nants,
will reduce precipitation infiltration through the cap thereby reducing | eachate generation. G ound water
contami nant | oading, |eachate generation, and seepage into the wetlands woul d then be reduced or elini nated.

Gas venting will reduce potential risks due to the landfill gases.

Excavation and consol i dation of contam nated sediments under the landfill cap will reduce the exposure
potential to humans or wildlife posed by these sedinments. No unacceptable short-termrisks will be caused by
inmpl enentation of the renedy. However, the nearby comunity, and site workers, may be exposed to noi se and
dust nui sances during construction. Standard safety neasures shoul d manage any short-termrisks. Dust
control measures would mitigate risks as well. Mtigative measures, as specified during design, will be taken
to prevent and address adverse environnmental imnpacts.

B. Conpliance with ARARs

Wth respect to any hazardous substances, pollutants or contam nants that will remain on-site, CERCLA (S 121
(2) (A) requires the U S. EPA to select a remedial action which conplies with |egally applicable or relevant
and appropriate standards, requirenents, criteria or limtations (ARARs). The selected remedy will conply
with Federal ARARs or State ARARs where State ARARs are nore stringent, as determned by U S. EPA. The
remedy will be inplenented in conpliance with applicable provisions of CERCLA and the NCP.

1. Chenical -Specific ARARs

Chemi cal -specific ARARs regul ate the rel ease to the environment of specific substances having certain
chem cal characteristics. Chem cal specific ARARs typically define the extent of cleanup at a site.

a. Soils/Sedinents

There are no chemi cal -specific standards established for soils and sedinents.
b. Gound Water

i). Federal ARARs

Maxi mum Cont am nant Level s (MCLs), Maxi mum Contam nant Level CGoals (MCLGs), and Secondary Maxi num Cont ani nant
Level s (SMCLs) are ARARs for the site.

ii). State ARARs

The State of Illinois is authorized to adnminister the inplenentation of the Federal SDWA. The State al so has
ground water quality standards pronul gated under Title 35, Subtitle F, Chapter |, Part 620. According to the
State of Illinois' classification system the aquifer underlying the site is Cass | potable resource

groundwater. Cdass | groundwater quality standards |isted under 620.410 are ARARs for the ground water at



t he Wodst ock site.

In the event that discharge of the contam nated groundwater to the POTWis not acceptable w thout on-site
treatnment, |AC 35, Part 218 would then be an ARAR for the site.

c. Surface Water
i). Federal ARARs

Federal water quality criteria (WX are guidelines that set pollutant concentration limts to protect
surface waters that are applicable to point source discharges, such as fromindustrial or nunicipal

wast ewat er streams. At a Superfund site, the Federal WX woul d not be ARARs except for pretreatnent
requirenents for discharge of treated water to a Publicly Operated Treatnent Wrks (POTW. Since the

sel ected renedy plans to discharge to the local POTW these requirements are ARARs for the Wodstock site.
The AWQXCs for protection of freshwater aquatic organisms are ARARs for the Wodstock site remedy for any
direct discharges to the Ki shwaukee River.

ii). State ARARs

The State of Illinois has been authorized to inplenent the National Pollutant Discharge Elinination System
(NPDES) established under the CWA, as specified in AC 35, Part 309. For any discharge to waters of the
State of Illinois, the chem cal specific standards of Title 35, Subtitle C Subpart B, Section 302.208 and
t oxi ¢ substances standards of Section 302.210 of the Illinois Adm nistrative Code establishing General Use
Water Quality Standards woul d be ARARs.

2. Location Specific ARARs
Locati on-specific ARARs are those requirenents that relate to the geographical position of a site. These
i ncl ude:

a. Federal ARARs

40 CFR 6 - Protection of Wetlands is an ARAR for any remedial action taken within wetlands. This ARAR
requires that activities required in a wetland nust minimze the destruction, |oss, or degradation of the
wetland. In addition, any affected wetlands may be restored, as appropriate. In addition, a permt fromthe
U S. Arny Corps of Engineers nay be required due to the potential that activities during construction may

i npact the wetl ands.

Endangered Species Act (16 USC 1531) - The Endangered Species Act requires that actions must be perforned to
conserve the endangered or threatened species located in and around the Wodstock site. Activities nmust not
destroy or adversely nodify the critical habitat upon which endangered speci es depend. The sel ected remedy
will be inplenmented in conpliance with this regul ation.

b. State ARARs

Endangered Species Protection Act, Title 17 Conservative Chapter 1, Subchapter C, Part 1075 Illinois

Adm nistrative Rules - Under this requirement, actions nust be perforned to conserve the endangered or

t hreat ened species located in and around the Wodstock site. Activities must not destroy or adversely nodify
the critical habitat upon which endangered speci es depend. The selected renmedy will be inplemented in
conpliance with this regulation. Prior to conducting remedial activities, a survey of the subject areas wll
be conducted to determ ne whether or not endangered or threatened species will be affected.

3. Action-Specific ARARs

Action-specific ARARs are requirenments that define acceptable treatnent and di sposal procedures for hazardous
subst ances.

It is unknown at this tinme whether or not the collected ground water will require treatnent prior to
di scharge to the POTW If required, any treatnent systemutilized will be operated in conpliance with all
ARARs including 40 CFR 403.

40 CFR 122 is an ARAR at this site in regards to surface water runoff which includes stornwater runoff.

29 CFR 1910 and 1926 are OSHA requirements which are ARARs at the site.



a. State ARARs

The selected renedy will conmply with substantive requirements of Title 35, Illinois Solid and Special Waste
Managenent Regul ations, Section 811, Subpart C for closure of solid wastes landfills, specifically relating
to final cover, air pollution, and closure requirenents, as required.

G oundwater that is treated and di scharged shall conply with 35 1AC, Part 307 as well as 35 I AC, Part 310
which are ARARs for this site since pretreatnent standards, permtting, and reporting requirenents nust be
net for POTWdi schar ge.

35 AC, Part 620.250 which provides for the establishnent of a groundwater nmanagenent zone is an ARAR for the
site.

C. Cost Effectiveness

Cost effectiveness is determ ned by evaluating the followi ng three of the five balancing criteria to

determ ne overall effectiveness: long-termeffectiveness and pernmanence, reduction of toxicity, nobility or
vol ume through treatnent, and short-termeffectiveness. Overall effectiveness is then conpared to cost to
ensure that the renmedy is cost effective.

The sel ected remedy provides overall cost effectiveness because it provides adequate | ong-term effectiveness
and pernmanence. Secondary reduction in toxicity, nmobility, and volume is acconplished through treatnent
ofthe ground water. No unacceptable short-termrisks will be caused by inplenentation of the remnedy.

D. Wilization of Pernmanent Solutions and Al ternative Treatnent Technol ogi es or Resource Recovery
Technol ogi es to the Maxi num Extent Practicabl e

The sel ected remedy utilizes pernmanent solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogies to the maxi num extent
practicable. This finding was nmade after evaluation of the protective and ARAR-conpliant alternatives for
the Wodstock site renedial action and conparison of the "trade-offs" (advantage vs. di sadvantages) anong the
remedi al alternatives with respect to the five balancing criteria (see discussion above).

E. Preference for Treatnent as a Principle El enent

The principle threats at the Wodstock site are the contam nated ground water and contam nated soil and

| eachate. The selected renedy uses treatment as a secondary el enent of the renmedy through the collection and
treatnment of contam nated groundwater. Due to the large volune and heterogeneous distribution of waste

t hroughout the landfill, treatnent of the landfill nmaterial itself is not practicable at this site.



APPENDI X |1l

DATA TABLES

MONI TORI NG VEELLS

DI SQUALI FI ED MONI TORI NG VEELL SAMPLES
NOTE FOR APPENDI X F-3a

A sanmpling error was nmade at four deep nonitoring wells in the Phase |, Round 1 sanpling (Cctober 31 to
Novenber 2, 1991). The analytical results which were disqualified as a result of the sanpling error are
presented in this Appendix.

The initial analytical results (from Cctober 31 to Novenber 2, 1991 sanpling) indicated that

trichl oroethyl ene (TCE) and Xyl enes had been detected at or below detection linit in nmonitoring wells MM1D,
MM 2D, MM 5D, and MM6D; total xylenes were also estimated at 2 ug/l at each of these wells. During data
validation, it was discovered that trace |levels of TCE were also found in the field blanks coll ected through
t he bl adder punp which had been used to purge and sanple these wells. The blanks indicated TCE | evel s of 18
ug/l and a xylene level of 2 ug/l. It was discovered that the punp used to purge these wells had previously
been used at a site contaminated with TCE. These nonitoring wells were re-sanpl ed on Decenber 12, 1990. The
results of the resanpling indicated no detection of either trichloroethylene or xylenes.

PRI VATE WELLS
ANALYTI CAL DATA REPCRT
Whodst ock Landfill RI/FS

Wbodst ock, Illinois

Matrix: PW Type: MIL

Par anet er WK- PWFB01- 01 07/ 24/ 90
Al um num (UG L) 50. u
Anti mony (UG L) 5. u
Arsenic (UG L) 2. u
Bari um (UG L) 10. u
Beryl l'ium (UJ L) 5. u
Cadm um (UJ L) 0.2 u
Cal ci um (UG L) 1000. u
Chromium total (UG L) 0.51 KU
Cobalt (UG L) 10. u
Copper (UG'L) 10. u
Iron (UG L) 20. u
Lead (UG L) 3. u
Magnesi um (UG L) 1000. u
Manganese (UG L) 10. u
Mercury (UG L) 0.2 u
N ckel (UG L) 20. u
Pot assi um (UG L) 100. UN WJ
Sel eni um (UG L) 2. u
Silver (UGL) 0.5 uul
Sodi um (UG L) 1000. u
Thal | i um (UG L) 3. u
Vanadi um (UG L) 50. u
Zinc (UG L) 10. u
Cyanide (UGL) 10. u

Note: (1) Results are reported with qualifiers (Laboratory Qualifier/Data Validation Qualifier) to the right
of the val ue.

SEDI MENT
LANDFI LL GAS

LEACHATE VELLS



LABCRATCORY RESULTS
VOLATI LE ORGANI C REPCRT

Proj ect: Wodstock Landfill Proj ect #:
60776. 34

Locati on: Wodstock, Illinois Dat e Sanpl ed
7/ 19/ 91

Met hod Detection 3006-001 3006-002 3006-003 3006004 3006-

ggﬁpound Limts (ug/L) SB1 SB2 SB1 SB3 SB5

Benzene 1.00 <1.00 <1.00 <1.00 <1.00 <1.00
Et hyl benzene 1.00 <1.00 <1.00 <1.00 <1.00 <1.00
Tol uene 1.00 <1.00 <1.00 <1.00 <1.00 <1.00
m and p- Xyl ene 2.00 <2.00 <2.00 <2.00 <2.00 <2.00
o- Xyl ene 1. 00 <1.00 <1.00 <1.00 <1.00 <1.00

Met hod Reference: EPA-600, "Methods for Organic Chemcal Analysis of Minicipal and Industrial Wastewaters"”
July 1982, Method 602

AQUI FER MATRI X
SURFACE SO L
TEST PI TS

SURFACE WATER



